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which would have cost us but a trifle
in comparison with the amount nec-
essary to maintain a large standing
army, which could be brought into the
field upon a day’s notice, which would
quickly make a better fighting force
than any standing army that had not
been furnished with frequent wars for
practice, and which meanwhile would
neither be an influence for war noran
instrument of tyranny. Such a sys-
tem, held up to a high standard, is the
solution of the military question for
a democratic people. It is only auto-
<cratic governments, or governments
that are ambitious to become auto-
cratic, that need large standing
armies.

When William J. Bryan offered his
services to President McKinley in any
military capacity in which the presi-
dent might think him useful, he in-
dicated the disinterestedness of his
patriotism; and he proved it when,
his offer to the president having been
ignored, he enlisled as a private
among the volunteegs from his state.
The president’s action in the matter,
however, is not to be condemned. He
could not have offered Mr. Bryan a
position of low grade, or suggested
that he enlist as a private, withont
seeming, however unintentionally, to
intend an insult to.a political adver-
sary with a following of only 600,000
less voters than his own in a total of
14,000,000. Neither could Mr. Mec-
Kinley properly have offered him a
position of military responsibility in
anywise corresponding to his political
standing without jeopardizing the
interests of the service; for Mr. Bryan
was deficient in military education
and experience. But the presidentin
ignoring Mr. Bryan’s offer, would
have appeared less ungracious had he
not at the same time appointed to
military positions of importance so
many civilians whose military educa-
tion and experience were no better
than Mr. Bryan’s.

The action of the Universal Peace
Union in sending a letter of sympathy
to the queen regent of Spain cannot

but grieve every member and friend
of that society who is not a mere
apologist for tyrannical government.
The American authorities were right
in refusing to allow the letter to go
through the mails; and the president
of the society exposed his personsl
partisanship in behalf of the Spanish
government whep he boasted of hav-
ing sent it through other channels. It
is one thing to stand up for peace un-
der all circumstances and at any cost,
and those who do so in sincerity and
without partisanship are worthy of
all possible consideration. Loyalty
to unpopular principles is not such a
drug in the American market that we
can afford even to sneer at-those who
genuinely possess it. But sympathy
with the Spanish government in con-
nection with the Cuban question is
quite a different thing from loyalty to
peace principles. A peace man may
condemn the United States for mak-
ing war upon Spain in behalf of Cuba,
without thereby in any wise approv-
ing Spanish government in Cuba or
in the slightest degree withholding
generous sympathy from the outraged
Cubans; but he cannot communicate
to the Spanish government such sen-
timents as those which were embodied
in the Peace Union’s letter to the
queen without approving Spanish
government in Cuba and in effect con-
demning the Cubans for resisting it.
That letter was not a peace letter. It
was a war letter—a letter which ap-
pears to have been intended, and cer-
{ainly could only have had the effect
of encouraging Spain to maintain her
tyrannical grasp upon Cuba, and to
resist the offers of the United States
to establish freedom there. From the
point-of view of a sincere peace advo-
cate—a peace advocate as dis-
tinguished from a Spanish sympa-
thizer—it should be as much the duty
of Spain to prefer withdrawal from
Cuba to war, as of the United
States to prefer Spanish tyranny in
Cuba to war. This was not the point
of view of the I>eace Union’s letter.
Its point of view was distinctly that of
unadulterated sympathy with Spain.

The Philadelphia councils, therefore,

acted wisely in cancelling the privi-
leges of the authors of the letter
to occupy Independence Iiall. And
unless the Peace Union repudi-
ates this letter which its presi-
dent says he has smuggled into the
palace at Madrid, it will deserve that
withdrawal, which it wijll assuredly
expericnce, of public confidence in its
sincerity as an instrument for promo-
ting peace.

From a source commanding our re-
spect we are in receipt of aletter the
burden of which is that this country
ought to retain any territory which
the fortunes of war may bring into
its possession. In support of its po-
sition the letter argues that in that
way the area of real free commerce
would be extended, which would more
than counterbalance any evils grow-
ing out of race questions; and it urges
that by bringing the natives of the
conquered territory into our Union
and giving them all the rights which
we ourselves enjoy, we should be do-
ing them no wrong. Then, asto Cuba,
the letter recalls that we have made no
contract to establish there a separate
government, our obligation being
only to establish a “stable” govern-
ment. And it insists that as all
Cubans would have a right to a voice
in the settlement of the affairs of the
island, and a large proportion are too
illiterate to be trusted with that right,
a full generation under the advan-
tages of schools must pass before our
forces should be withdrawn. This is
described as a condition which would
be equivalent to full possession on our
part. While admitting that there is
much to be said on both sides, the let-
tér finally asks if it is not best to take
possession of Cuba, Puerto Rico, Ha-
waii, and the Philippines, and as soon
as possible to admit them as states into
the American Union; and it takes
positive ground in favor of doing so,
as a means of more certainly bringing
on the Parliament of Man.

For ourselves, we feel constrained
strenuously to oppose any such policy.
Let it be remembered, in the first
place, that the admission of con-
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quered territory into 'the federal
Union is not contemplated by those
who advocate its retention. We shall
not have the choice of making con-
quered islands states in the Union or
of withdrawing from them. Our
choice will be either to withdraw, or
to enter upon a career like that of
Great Britain in India. Precedentsto
justify such a policy are not lacking;
but from the conquest of Peru to the
spoliation of India, and on down even
to the partition of Afriea, they are
precedents which put our so-called
Christian civilization to shame. Give
this policy any pretty name you please
—“expansion,” or what not—it is
nevertheless a policy of outrage and
plunder.

But even if this country were to
have the choice of admitting into the
Union, Cuba and the other islands
mentioned in the letter to which we
have referred, it would have no right
to retain possession unless the people
whose liberties were involved gave rea-
sonableindications of their desire that
we should do so. The theory that we
have a right to force even so good a
thing as American intra-territorial
free trade upon pcople who don’t want
it, is unsound. FEvery people must de-
cide for themselves upon the kind of
liberty and the measure of liberty
that they will have. That is their
right. Any attempt to force condi-
tions upon them, though better con-
ditions than their own, injures not
only them but those who engage in
the coercion. The British occupation
of India, for example, and the Brit-
ish conquest of Ireland, have operated
to the injury of the British ag well as
of the Hindoos and the Irish. This
is a law of human progress.

So much for what “practical” peo-
ple may regard as the sentimental end
of the question. As to the practical
end, we cannot bring Cuba, Puerto
Rico, the Hawaiian and the Philip-
pine Islands into the American
Union,eitherasstates or dependencies
or conquered provinces, without, like
England, so gorging our nation with

cutlying territory as to make it a prey
to warlike nations, unless we also put
onfullarmorand become a warlike na-
tion ourselves. Expansion, even with
the consent of the people over whom
we. expand, would involve the estab-
lishment of & great navy, a large stand-
ing army, an agyressive foreign poli-
cy, frequent wars, and the erosion of
the liberties of our own people. Ex-
pansion and Jingoism are fellow ad-
venturers whom it behooves America
to shun. \

Aside from all other considera-
tions, so far as Cuba is concerned in
the matter, we are under the most sol-
emnobligations, upon expelling Spain,
to leave the Cubans free to establish
their own government in their own
way. Two years ago, both houses of
our congress by overwhelming ma-
jorities recognized the independence
of the Republic of Cuba, that republic
of which Masso is now the president
and Gomez the commander in the
feld; and before entering upon the
war with Spair we made the inde-
pendence of Cuba our ultimatum. To
retain possession of it, then, after hav-
ing driven Spain out, would be a last-
ing disgrace. When we shall have re-
lieved the Cubans of their brutal
tyrants from across the Atlantic, we
shall have nothing to do, in good mor-
als and good sense, but to leave the is-
land to its own people. If after that
they should petition for admission to
the Union, the question of receiving
them would be properly before us for
decision. Until then we shall have no
more right to take Cuba to ourselves
than we should have to take Mexico.

Preliminary tothe discussion of the
justifiableness of the war, in the 4th
issue of The Public we classified all
honest views of the subject as follows:
Those of the peace man absolute;
those of the ideal anarchist; those of
the “patriot” who is for his country
right or wrong; and those of men who,
believing in government and that the
war-making power is a function of
government, have a greater horror of
some things which cannot be put aside
without war than they have of war it-

self, though their horror of war is
as great as anyone’s. To this classi-
fication it has been objected that it
omits ane point of view which de-
serves mention: “There are some
folks in this neighborhood,” says a
Philadelphia objector, “who

hold that in order to preserve self-ex-
istence, wars for defense may be at
times necessary, but that government
being supported by those having a
common interest goes outside of its

‘true function when it uses the public

funds to carry on a humanitarian or
any other movement outside of the
sphere of its taxing power, even
though such a movement is concurred
in by a majority of its citizens.” Our
Philadelphia critic concludes: “Ac-
cording to this view, no matter how
great the provocation of the Cubans
to resist the tyranny of the Spaniards,
our government commits a virtual
aggression upon its citizens when it
uses the common treasury for the
benefit of any outside people.” The
criticism, though acute, does not im-
press us deeply. According to the
principle our critic lays down, all ex-
penditures of common funds for
extra-territorial purposes, without
unanimous consent, are aggressions.
Nothing is gained in the argument
by his limitation of the objection to
humanitarian matters. A humani-
tarian expenditure of common funds
abroad, no less than any other for-
eign expenditure of such funds, may
be for the common good at home;and
whether it is or not, is a question not
of fundamental rights but of admin-
istration, the decision of which can
be denied to majorities only upon the
basis of the anarchistic theory. If
every public expcenditure requires the
individual consent of all who are in-
terested in the common fund, anarch-
ists are right in holding that no com-
mon action at all can rightly be taken
without the individual consent of all
who engage in it. For these reasons
we regard the Philadelphia view to
which our correspondent calls atten-
tion as having been included in our
original classification, among the
views of the ideal anarchist.



